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Abstract 
In the fall of 2012, our library surveyed teaching faculty to gauge their expectations around students’ use 
of information.  We asked instructors what they thought was important for students to know in each year 
of study, how proficient they felt students were in performing tasks associated with research, how they 
expected students to acquire that proficiency, and how they assessed students’ skills. The survey also 
polled faculty on the types of resources they felt were important for each year of study.  The results of the 
study are informing the development of the library’s strategic plan and the inclusion of information literacy 
outcomes in program reviews and assessments.   
The good news is that faculty perceived that students’ information skills developed over time. Other 
patterns in the data suggest areas for improvement, both in raising awareness of some information 
resources and in developing instruction around key skills. Few faculty placed much importance on 
students’ use of subject encyclopedias, the mainstay of many reference collections. Faculty also felt that 
students, particularly in first and second year, were not skilled in determining what information they 
needed, a step we may often skip in the struggle to include yet more resources in our instruction. The 
data also suggest where the library might intervene to address areas where faculty consider that students 
lack proficiency.  
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Introduction 
Literature Review 
The literature provides many instances of librarians surveying faculty colleagues, and there is a significant 
convergence of results: when librarians ask faculty if information literacy (IL) is important, faculty are 
generally polite enough to say yes (Dubicki, 2013; Blau, 2012; Bury, 2011; Hrycaj & Russo, 2007; 
DaCosta, 2010; Stanger, 2012; Saunders, 2012; Gonzales, 2003; McAdoo, 2008; Gullikson, 2006; 
Cannon, 1994; Boon, Johnston, & Webber, 2007). However, in general this affirmative response does not 
translate into high levels of uptake (Singh, 2005; Perez-Stable, VanderMeer, & Sachs, 2012), or to an 
alignment with librarian perceptions of what IL is (Gullikson, 2006; Blau, 2012), or which aspects are most 
important (McAdoo, 2008, Seaman 2012). While faculty would like students to acquire IL skills, they 
would rather it did not take away from their class time (Gonzales, 2003; Bury 2011). A number of surveys 
also asked faculty questions about student proficiency with IL skills (Saunders, 2012; Bury, 201; Hrycaj & 
Russo, 2007LL), and how that developed over time (DaCosta, 2010;). Ganley, Gilbert and Rosario (2013)  
and DaCosta (2010) also included questions on what skills faculty assessed. 
While many surveys asked who should teach various aspects of IL (Gullikson, 2006; Stanger, 2012) with 
a general agreement on shared responsibility, like Dubicki (2013) we chose to ask where students were 
expected to learn IL skills which provided some different perspectives. Surveys have also considered 
different levels of students (Gullikson, 2006; Gonzales, 2003), different subject areas (Webber, Boon, & 
Johnston, 2005; Cannon, 1994; Saunders, 2012; Bury 2011; DaCosta, 2010) and different resource types 
and skills (Gullikson, 2006; Bury, 2011; Raven, 2012). Our study brings all of these aspects together. 
In interpreting the results of our survey, we looked beyond the literature on surveys to some of the more 
recent reports on aspects of student learning. Both the Project Information Literacy work on 
undergraduate approaches to research tasks (Head, 2013; Head & Eisenbeg, 2010), and the literature of 
threshold concepts in IL (Hofer, Townsend, & Brunetti, 2012), are useful for interpreting faculty 
perceptions of student proficiencies and knowledge gaps. 
Our Study 
Background 
In 2009, Mount Royal University (MRU) officially became a university after 99 years as a college. With a 
student body of around 10,000 full-time equivalents, an average student age of 22, and an average class 
size of 28, it is a small institution with a focus on developing the individual student. While MRU has 
always been student focused and committed to small classes and personalized education, the shift from 
applied degrees to bachelor’s degrees required raising the level of scholarly teaching and increased the 
expectations for academic rigour across the institution, from student assignments to institutional planning 
processes.   
The MRU Library has an active and responsive Information Literacy instruction program.  Library faculty 
regularly teach upwards of 600 sessions each academic year, the majority of which are targeted to 
specific discipline and assignment requirements and taught during regular class time.  
As part of institutional processes, the Library engaged in significant strategic planning, particularly in 
relation to the instruction of information literacy and the librarians’ role as faculty.  One facet of this 
planning led to an in-depth discussion about the expectations of our faculty colleagues in relation to 
students’ information literacy, and their perceptions of what constituted appropriate resources and skills 
as students progressed through their programs.   
The survey instrument was intended to serve a variety of purposes.  First we were interested in whether 
faculty were aware of, and valued, certain types of resources.  For example, librarians commonly refer 
students to academic reference materials, such as handbooks and subject-specific encyclopedias, for 
material written at a level and breadth appropriate to student needs, but anecdotal evidence suggested 
that many instructors felt these resources lack credibility and substance, if they were aware of these 
sources at all.  We also believed that scholarly, peer-reviewed journal articles would rank highly as a 
resource of preference among instructors, even though the use of these sources by undergraduate 
students might be problematic. A number of studies illuminate the difficulties have in reading) and using 
these materials (MacMillan & MacKenzie, 2012; Manarin, 2012; French, 2005), often resulting papers 
where students have not incorporated source material into their own writing effectively (Rosenblatt, 2010).  
Secondly, we were interested in how faculty felt students’ needs and skills varied over the course of their 
academic careers. For example, did faculty perceptions of the importance of various sources and skills 
change between first year students and senior students?  We were also interested in how faculty were 
evaluating students’ research skills, and what they felt were the most important attributes of the sources 
students used in their assignments. We were curious about how faculty expect students to acquire 
various information literacy skills, from determining information needs to understanding how information 
works within society.  
The purpose of the survey overall was to provide us with information on faculty expectations, 
understandings, and perhaps, misunderstanding of information literacy so that we could refine our IL 
programs to better serve students’ needs. We also saw the survey as an opportunity to raise awareness 
of library resources and information literacy instruction on campus and to prompt faculty to reflect on their 
expectations of students, how students acquired and developed key skills, and how those skills were 
assessed. 
 
Instrument 
In developing the survey, we decided to go beyond a standard Likert scale format in order to both deploy 
the principle of cognitive friction, and to bring faculty responses on their perceptions of the importance of 
selected information skills and resources, and of student capabilities into the same frame. Cognitive 
friction (Jacobs, 2012) suggests that by making the survey slightly more complex to fill out, we would 
benefit from more considered responses even though it might lower our overall response rate. Having 
faculty consider their priorities for learning and students’ proficiencies at the same time would, we hoped, 
provide an opportunity for reflection. We were gratified by the number of faculty who told us the survey 
made them think. 
In developing the lists of resource types and skills for the survey, we referred to our library’s 
Programmatic Instruction Plan that details the subject-specific and general competencies appropriate for 
each year of study (http://www.mtroyal.ca/Library/Faculty/InstructionalServices/ 
programmatic_instruction).  These in turn are based partially on the Information Literacy Competency 
Standards for Higher Education (http://www.ala.org/acrl/standards/informationliteracycompetency) 
(Association for College and Research Libraries, 2004) but mostly on institutional outcomes developed by 
a campus-wide group (http://www.mtroyal.ca/cs/groups/public/documents/pdf 
/losc_collegewideoutcomes.pdf). In developing the lists of types of resources students might use, types of 
assessments faculty might use, and options for how students might learn aspects of IL, we relied on our 
judgment and experience. 
We received clearance from our institution’s Human Research Ethics Board and the survey was reviewed 
by librarians at several points in its development. We also piloted it with five faculty members from diverse 
disciplines (See Appendix). We omitted a question on students’ ability to locate information resources in 
order to expand faculty notions of what information literacy encompassed, but we believe this may have 
had an unfortunate impact on how faculty answered questions about locating and evaluating data.  Where 
we intended the questions to ask about non-bibliographic, statistical, or other raw data, respondents may 
have interpreted them more broadly to include all types of information.  
Sample 
A printed copy of the instrument was delivered by inter-office mail to all 860 full and part time faculty at 
MRU.  Each survey included a return address sticker and envelope.  Respondents were asked to indicate 
their home department, but were not asked to indicate full or part-time status as in some departments this 
would involve a reduction in the expectation of anonymity.  We received 103 surveys back, three of which 
were blank, resulting in a usable sample size of exactly 100.  As institutional history suggests that the 
vast majority of survey participants tend to be full time faculty, a group of approximately 400 at the time of 
the survey, we are confident that the results provide sufficient data to understand faculty perceptions of IL 
at MRU. 
We asked faculty to fill out the survey grids on the basis of their teaching experience, so, although most 
faculty filled out more than one level, not all faculty filled out information for all four levels of courses. 
These levels correspond roughly to the years of a program, so 1000 level courses are directed at first-
year students and so on. Of the 100 respondents, 78 faculty filled out 1000 level grids, 73 filled out 2000 
level grids, 60 filled out 3000 level grids and 52 filled out 4000 level grids. There is less data on higher 
level courses, understandably, as there are fewer instructors teaching at that level.  
Method 
The survey was sent to faculty in October, so that faculty could incorporate their experience of student 
abilities in the current semester’s courses.  The survey was promoted through the Mount Royal Faculty 
Association (MRFA) weekly email newsletter and through informal reminders by liaison librarians to 
faculty in their subject departments.  A reminder notice through the MRFA newsletter was also sent 
shortly before the deadline. Responses were then collated and analysed. 
Results 
The survey consisted of four grids, the mean scores for which are presented in the Appendix. The first 
grid asked faculty members to rate the importance of, and student proficiency at using, a selection of 
resource types in each year of undergraduate study. Respondents placed a high level of importance on 
books and scholarly articles as resources for all levels of study. Between first and fourth years, the mean 
importance attributed to scholarly articles increased by the largest degree, in terms of absolute values. 
The smallest degree of change occurred for scholarly encyclopedias, for which mean importance 
increased slightly in second year before decreasing by fourth year to the same relatively low importance 
scores seen for first year courses.  
Faculty rated student proficiency in the use of primary sources, scholarly articles, government sources, 
and scholarly encyclopedias as relatively low in the first year of study, while student proficiency in the use 
of audio/visual materials, books, and news articles were rated most highly. By fourth year, the resources 
faculty considered students most proficient in using were audio/visual materials and books. There is a 
significant improvement in students’ perceived ability to use scholarly articles, the mean proficiency 
scores for which increased by the largest margin between first and fourth years, echoing increases in 
perceived importance. 
The second survey grid asked respondents to rate the importance that they attribute to selected criteria 
for assessing students’ information use and student proficiency in meeting those criteria. Analysis of 
variance testing followed by application of the Student’s t-test for differences in ratings indicated a clear 
distinction between two groups of criteria from the grid, with faculty attributing a significantly higher 
degree of importance to the quality and relevance of sources, and to the accuracy of citations in all years 
of study. The number, currency, and variety of sources that students use were deemed to be less 
important. Mean scores for student proficiency were similar across all assessment criteria in each year of 
study, and faculty identified a steady year to year increase in student proficiency in all areas.  
In the third grid, faculty were asked to rate the importance of, and student proficiency in, diverse 
information literacy skills in each year of study. In all four years, the ability to determine what information 
students need to answer their questions was rated as most important by overall mean score. The attribute 
rated as least important in all years of study was awareness of the publishing cycle in the instructor’s 
discipline, followed by an understanding of the economic/political/social aspects of information production 
and dissemination. Those two skills were also the ones for which student proficiency was rated lowest in 
all four years. 
The skills that faculty believe students are most proficient in across all four years are distinguishing 
scholarly from popular material, determining their information  need, and evaluating information. Looking 
at transitions in student proficiency from first to fourth year, there was growth in students’ abilities to apply 
all these skills, with the largest degree of skill development occurring in students’ abilities to evaluate 
relevant data and to read scholarly articles. 
The final survey grid asked faculty to account for the ways in which students develop each of the 
information literacy skills included in grid three and to identify which methods they were using or 
expecting at each course level. Faculty could select multiple ways of learning for each skill at each level. 
For the first and second year courses, faculty tended to identify multiple paths to skill development, 
generally including teaching the skills themselves. In those courses, a smaller number of instructors also 
relied on librarians to teach IL skills, particularly those relating to locating relevant data, distinguishing 
scholarly from popular material, evaluating information, and using citations to identify sources (Fig. 1). 
Among instructors who rely on librarians to teach information skills, there is no significant difference 
between the scores for the importance of, or student proficiency in, skills taught by faculty themselves 
and those taught by librarians. In the highest level of undergraduate study the reliance faculty place on 
librarians declines. Not surprisingly, instructors who do teach some skills themselves attribute more 
importance to those skills than faculty who do not teach them. Those instructors who expect students to 
learn some skills on their own rated those skills as less important than the ones that they or librarians 
taught or which students were expected to develop in other courses. 
Figure 1. Percentage of respondents who collaborate with librarians on skill development, by skill and year. 
In addition to instructor and librarian led skill development, there is an expectation among faculty that 
students have been exposed to information concepts in previous courses. Even at the 1000 level, more 
than a quarter of respondents expect students to have already developed abilities including:  determining 
information needs, distinguishing scholarly from popular material, and evaluating information (Fig. 2). 
Instructors who rely on previous exposure to specific skills consider those skills as important as concepts 
taught by themselves and by librarians. 
 
Figure 2. Percentage of respondents who expect skill development in previous courses by students in first 
year, by skill.  
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The expectations around independent learning of information skills were among the most surprising 
elements of the data. Three of the skills rated most important by all respondents were also the ones with 
the highest expectations that students would acquire them independently; more than 20% of respondents 
expected students to learn to read scholarly articles, to evaluate information, and to determine what 
information they need on their own (Fig. 3). The ability to read scholarly articles, in particular, was seen by 
many respondents as something students should learn on their own. More than 80% of instructors who 
expect students to learn that key aspect of scholarly work on their own expect them to do so without any 
other form of development or instruction.  
Figure 3. Percentage of respondents who expect students to develop skills on their own, student proficiency, 
and skill importance, by skill, four year average. 
By third year the number of ways that students are expected to acquire information literacy skills 
decreases. Excepting the ability to evaluate relevant data and awareness of publishing cycles, 
information literacy skills are taught by a decreasing percentage of respondents to third and fourth year 
students. The nature of the skills that are taught by faculty in students’ fourth year also changes. There is 
a very strong correlation between the number of respondents teaching skills and the importance of each 
skill in the first three years (r=0.928, 0.949, 0.910). In year four, though, the correlation drops significantly 
(r=0.420), suggesting that faculty may focus less on basic skills by then.  
Because of the unevenness of representation from the various disciplines on campus, we are not able to 
examine survey results by department. There are clear trends, however, when the scores are analyzed 
by higher level disciplinary divisions, particularly with respect to perceptions of the importance of 
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Community Studies (nursing, social work, child and youth studies, physical education), and Science and 
Technology (pure and applied sciences, mathematics, engineering), were represented to a sufficient 
extent to make comparisons. Of those, instructors in the Faculty of Health and Community Studies rated 
information resources and skills overall as significantly more important (p<0.05) through all four years of 
study than did those in the Faculty of Science and Technology, with the ratings provided by instructors in 
the Faculty of Arts falling in between. 
Limitations 
There are a number of limitations to the both the survey instrument and the data collection.  As previously 
mentioned, the survey did not include a question that allowed faculty to assign importance to the 
students’ skills in locating relevant sources. Some faculty may have interpreted locating and evaluating 
data sources to represent more than the actual statistical-type data that we had intended in the question.  
As a result we are unable to discern faculty perceptions on students’ use of data sources with any 
confidence.  Similarly, while the survey asks about scholarly reference sources, there is anecdotal 
evidence to suggest that faculty are generally so unfamiliar with these sources that any evaluation of their 
importance or student proficiency is difficult to interpret. 
Other limitations concern sample size. While the number of responses allows us to be relatively confident 
of overall trends and analysis, the sample sizes for specific departments are too small to allow for 
investigation of more than the broadest discipline differences.  For example, it might be expected that 
certain disciplines would have a greater interest in primary sources than others.  The response rate for 
4000, or senior level courses is also too small to allow for confident conclusions about perceptions and 
importance of higher level skills and source use. Despite these limitations, many of our results echo those 
found in the literature which gives us some confidence that they represent faculty perceptions accurately.. 
 
Discussion and Implications for Practice 
Resources 
Survey results strongly suggest that scholarly encyclopedias are not appreciated as a resource, even 
early in student academic work.  It would be useful to investigate the cause of this perception, particularly 
given the importance librarians place on these types of sources.   There may be a bias against 
introductory material, a duplication of the role of the textbook, or simply a lack of faculty awareness that 
these sources exist. Faculty may also be conflating all encyclopedias with Wikipedia or with general 
works like the Encyclopaedia Britannica, and not understand the value of subject-specific reference tools. 
Libraries make a significant investment in scholarly reference material. Given the lack of importance 
faculty attributed to these resources, we may want to reconsider this expenditure, or invest effort in 
promoting their value.  
 
Scholarly articles by contrast are considered very important even in the students’ first year. Given the 
research on student difficulty in coping with such advanced sources (Manarin, 2012; Rosenblatt, 2010; 
French, 2005; MacMillan & Mackenzie, 2012), the disparity between importance and proficiency scores is 
understandable. If faculty place a high value on using these resources from the start of students’ 
programs, they may need to develop bridging assignments that help students value, make sense of, and 
use the resources beyond superficial ‘quote mining’. Threshold concepts such as ‘scholarship as 
conversation’ may be useful in developing new curriculum (Hofer, Townsend, & Brunetti, 2012). 
 
Assessment 
Based on our survey, faculty claim to assess student work based on the quality and relevance of research 
sources. However the Project Information Literacy study and our own experience suggests that what is 
actually reflected in the assignment requirements is often a focus on the number and currency of sources 
(Head &Eisenberg, 2010). Studies of student perceptions echo this discrepancy (VanderPol, Swanson, & 
Kelly, 2013; Laskowski, 2002). Librarians may want to look for opportunities to be more actively involved 
in assessment in order to make sure it is clear to students how their research will be assessed (Gilchrist & 
Oakleaf, 2012). Librarians could also assist faculty in developing methods of assessment that better align 
with their stated focus on relevance and quality. 
Skills Importance & Development 
High school graduates are entering university with low levels of information skills (Mittermeyer & Quirion, 
2003; Jorden, Given, Julien, Oullette, & DeLong, 2013).  Our survey results suggest however that the 
expectations faculty have of incoming students continue to be unrealistic.  The number and level of skills 
that students are expected to learn on their own -  reading scholarly articles in particular -  may contribute 
to students’ tendencies to use sources in only the most superficial way (Rosenblatt, 2010). Librarians may 
need to work with faculty to introduce students to disciplinary literature at a level appropriate to incoming 
reading skills, and to scaffold continual development throughout students’ programs of study as they read 
and use increasingly sophisticated materials.  This could mean that librarians might not teach the entire 
range of IL skills in the first or second year, but rather would integrate them incrementally throughout 
programs of study. 
A student’s ability to define her information need was recognized as a valuable skill in our survey, 
whereas Boon, Johnston and Webber found faculty did not consider this to be the case (2007).  
Librarians and other faculty may need to be more deliberate in prompting students to reflect more deeply 
on the kinds of information they need before and during their research processes. As part of this, we need 
to raise the awareness of both students and faculty about the myriad types of information available 
including forms that are likely unfamiliar to most, such as scholarly encyclopedias. 
While disciplinary comparisons in this study were limited, differences were evident between Faculties, not 
only in emphasis on particular resources and skills, but in attitudes toward the importance of information 
sources and information literacy skills in general. A more detailed analysis of faculty expectations of 
students’ information use by discipline would contribute to a more targeted approach to student support. 
Documents like MRU’s Programmatic Instruction Plan may help librarians work with faculty in identifying 
the key information skills for their disciplines and students and determining when they are best integrated 
into the curriculum.  Survey results suggest that many faculty prefer to teach many of the higher level 
skills themselves or in conjunction with a librarian. It may be useful to work with faculty to reduce 
duplication of effort and develop more integrated IL that lasts beyond the ‘one-shot’ session and is 
assessed throughout courses and programs. 
Conclusions/ Way forward 
The survey results point to opportunities to collaborate with faculty colleagues at a deeper level to 
develop more targeted, appropriate, and useful information literacy instruction across the curriculum. 
Librarians can raise faculty awareness of the skill levels of students coming into university, and provide 
strategies and resources to introduce those students to scholarly conversations in the disciplines. We can 
use the information to refine our teaching by ensuring we are supporting those aspects of IL that our 
colleagues consider important. Within their disciplines, we can work with them to refine assignments and 
assessments so that students understand research as more than shopping lists of information types with 
appropriate ‘best before’ dates.  And we can collaborate to weave IL throughout the years of study so that 
students are supported as they develop wider and deeper contextual information skills 
The survey also provides a way to inform our community about itself, as faculty are often unaware of what 
their students have been taught in prior courses, or what the expectations may be in future years. 
Conducting the study opened doors and started useful conversations around IL on our campus even 
before the results came in – its value lies as much in process as in product. The survey results provide a 
base map for better understanding where our students are, where they need to go, and what they need to 
know to get there.  
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Appendix 
Full Questionnaire with Mean (Grids 1-3) and Total (Grid 4) Scores 
 
Description: 
The following questionnaire contains 4 grids similar to the one below.  Please fill each 
grid out and record any comments you have below the grid or on the back page. 
Sample Grid: 
Thinking about assignment resources which you require your students to use, please score the 
following resources from 1 -5, with 1 being low, and 5 being high (N/A for not applicable) 
I – Importance – how important is it that students use this resource? 
P – Proficiency – how well do you feel your students use this type of resource? 
 Department: Sociology 
 
Type of source 
1000-level 2000-level 3000-level 4000-level or 
Honours 
I P I P I P I P 
Books 5 2 5 4 3 5 1 5 
Specialized 
Encyclopedias/Reference 
Works 
3 1 1 2 1 3 NA NA 
 
These responses are one (imaginary) instructor’s impressions that Books are important 
for students in first and second year, less so as they progress, and that students 
increase their proficiency over time. 
Similarly it indicates that specialized encyclopedias are less important than books, but 
useful in first and second years; students are less proficient with them, but this also 
increases over time. 
 
Demographic Information: 
 
Department Unit or Program : _________________________________________  
  
1. Student Resource Use Please fill out the chart below to indicate how important the 
various information sources are for your students and how proficient they are in the use of those 
resources. 
Thinking about assignment resources which you require your students to use, please score the 
following resources from 1 -5, with 1 being low, and 5 being high (N/A for not applicable) 
I – Importance – how important is it that students use this resource? 
P – Proficiency – how well do you feel your students use this type of resource? 
 
 
Type of source 
1000-level 2000-level 3000-level 4000-level or 
Honours 
I P I P I P I P 
Books (print or electronic) 4.18 2.51 4.03 2.75 4.08 3.37 4.12 3.63 
Specialized Encyclopedias 
(Access Science,  Oxford 
Companion to Global Change) 
2.59 1.73 2.68 2.06 2.56 2.70 2.59 3.00 
News Articles (Herald, Globe 
and Mail) 2.70 2.27 2.77 2.52 2.98 2.82 3.09 3.07 
Popular Articles (the Economist, 
Maclean’s) 2.20 2.13 2.25 2.33 2.46 2.67 2.42 2.90 
Professional Articles (PC World, 
Alberta RN) 2.69 1.91 2.72 2.26 3.02 2.86 2.95 3.14 
Scholarly Articles (academic or 
peer reviewed) 3.28 1.64 3.97 2.21 4.27 2.97 4.65 3.44 
Primary Sources (Diaries, 
manifestos) 1.85 1.43 1.98 1.70 2.39 2.03 2.44 2.25 
Government or NGO Sources 
(Health Canada, United Nations, 
WHO)  
2.60 1.69 2.95 2.09 3.31 2.55 3.43 3.05 
Data Sources (statistics, 
bioinformatics, etc) 2.39 1.44 2.90 1.88 3.42 2.52 3.90 2.92 
Audio/Visual Sources (DVD, 
YouTube, images) 
2.94 3.12 3.12 3.40 3.20 3.63 3.21 3.63 
 
 
2. Instructor Assessment of  Student Resource Use 
Please fill out the chart below to indicate the importance you place on assessing the resources that 
your students use and how proficient you feel your students are in that use. 
For those aspects listed below that you assess, please score each from 1 to 5, with 1 being low, 
and 5 being high: 
I – Importance – how much weight do you give this is this in your assessment of student work? 
P – Proficiency – how proficient do you feel your students are in the areas below? 
Assessment 1000-level 2000-level 3000-level 4000-level or 
Honours 
I P I P I P I P 
number of resources 
used 3.17 2.32 3.56 2.77 3.86 3.43 4.04 3.81 
quality of the resources 
used 4.06 1.97 4.40 2.54 4.71 3.19 4.90 3.79 
relevance of resources 
used 4.15 2.16 4.49 2.65 4.71 3.29 4.84 3.77 
currency of resources 
used 3.47 2.45 3.83 2.78 4.16 3.42 4.41 3.84 
variety of resources used 3.20 2.06 3.43 2.51 3.80 2.98 3.94 3.33 
accuracy of the citations 4.00 2.00 4.28 2.62 4.61 3.21 4.84 3.78 
 
  
3. Instructor Assessment of  Student Skills 
 
Please fill out the chart below to indicate how important various research skills are for your 
students and how proficient you think your students are at applying those skills.  
For the skills/attributes below, please score each from 1 to 5, with 1 being low, and 5 being high, 
on: 
I – Importance – how important is it that students demonstrate this skill? 
P – Proficiency – how proficient are your students in this area? 
Skills 1000-level 2000-level 3000-level 4000-level or 
Honours 
I P I P I P I P 
1 Ability to distinguish scholarly 
from popular material 3.64 1.86 4.13 2.56 4.55 3.42 4.90 3.91 
2 Ability to determine what info 
they need to answer their 
question(s) 
4.10 1.88 4.44 2.55 4.75 3.22 4.94 3.83 
3 Understanding of biases in 
information 3.75 1.68 4.15 2.30 
4.53 
 3.04 4.77 3.39 
4 Ability to use citations from one 
source to track other sources 2.99 1.56 3.50 2.14 4.14 2.79 4.47 3.33 
5 Understanding of the 
economic/political/social aspects 
of information production and 
dissemination 
2.69 1.38 3.03 1.84 3.43 2.43 4.02 2.88 
6 Ability to evaluate information for 
quality, relevance, fitness for 
purpose 
3.83 1.78 4.17 2.45 4.50 3.14 4.80 3.67 
7 Ability to read scholarly articles 3.30 1.54 3.96 2.20 4.43 2.75 4.76 3.42 
8 Awareness of the publishing 
cycle  in your discipline 1.90 1.16 2.11 1.40 2.49 1.71 2.93 2.13 
9 Ability to locate relevant data 
e.g. statistics. 3.01 1.63 3.40 2.08 3.95 2.72 4.36 3.31 
10 Ability to evaluate relevant data 
e.g. statistics. 3.10 1.46 3.56 1.98 4.12 2.69 4.61 3.26 
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4. Student Skill Development 
How do students in your classes learn to use information?  
1. Ability to distinguish scholarly from popular material 
2. Ability to determine what info they need to answer their question(s) 
3. Understanding of biases in information 
4. Ability to use citations from one source to track other sources 
5. Understanding of the economic/political/social aspects of information production and 
dissemination 
6. Ability to evaluate information for quality, relevance, fitness for purpose 
7. Ability to read scholarly articles 
8. Awareness of the publishing cycle  in your discipline 
9. Ability to locate relevant data e.g. statistics. 
10. Ability to evaluate relevant data e.g. statistics. 
11. Other 
 
Please use the numbers 1-11 from the above table to indicate which skills are learned in which 
way.  
e. g.  Skills I teach them |6, 8, 3, etc     
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Skills 
1000 Level 
I 
teach 
them 
Expect 
them to 
have 
already  
Collaborate 
with a 
Librarian   
Collaborate 
with SLS   
Collaborate 
with the 
 OSC  
Expect 
them to 
learn on 
their own 
1.Ability to distinguish 
scholarly from popular 
material 
43 17 20 5 1 9 
2.Ability to determine 
what info they need to 
answer their 
question(s) 
51 22 17 5 1 13 
3.Understanding of 
biases in information 36 8 16 3 0 11 
4.Ability to use 
citations from one 
source to track other 
sources 
15 12 17 6 3 10 
5.Understanding of the 
economic 
/political/social aspects 
of information  
18 5 4 1 0 7 
6.Ability to evaluate 
information for quality, 
relevance, fitness for 
purpose 
37 18 19 2 0 13 
7.Ability to read 
scholarly articles 21 9 7 6 0 14 
8.Awareness of the 
publishing cycle  in 
your discipline 
4 2 1 1 0 2 
9.Ability to locate 
relevant data e.g. 
statistics. 
20 13 21 2 0 7 
10.Ability to evaluate 
relevant data e.g. 
statistics. 
19 6 8 1 0 8 
11.Other – please 
describe 2 1 0 2 2 1 
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Skills 
2000 Level 
I 
teach 
them 
Expect 
them to 
have 
already  
Collaborate 
with a 
Librarian   
Collaborate 
with SLS   
Collaborate 
with the  
OSC  
Expect 
them to 
learn on 
their own 
1.Ability to distinguish 
scholarly from popular 
material 
32 22 17 0 0 13 
2.Ability to determine 
what info they need to 
answer their 
question(s) 
40 26 15 0 1 16 
3.Understanding of 
biases in information 40 17 9 0 0 9 
4.Ability to use 
citations from one 
source to track other 
sources 
21 13 19 1 0 12 
5.Understanding of the 
economic 
/political/social aspects 
of information  
17 8 1 0 1 7 
6.Ability to evaluate 
information for quality, 
relevance, fitness for 
purpose 
36 24 17 2 0 15 
7.Ability to read 
scholarly articles 29 14 7 1 0 16 
8.Awareness of the 
publishing cycle  in 
your discipline 
7 4 1 0 0 6 
9.Ability to locate 
relevant data e.g. 
statistics. 
20 12 15 0 0 10 
10.Ability to evaluate 
relevant data e.g. 
statistics. 
20 7 5 0 0 9 
11.Other – please 
describe 0 0 1 1 1 0 
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Skills 
3000 Level 
I 
teach 
them 
Expect 
them to 
have 
already  
Collaborate 
with a 
Librarian   
Collaborate 
with SLS   
Collaborate 
with the OSC  
Expect 
them to 
learn on 
their own 
1.Ability to distinguish 
scholarly from popular 
material 
20 24 5 0 0 8 
2.Ability to determine 
what info they need to 
answer their 
question(s) 
25 26 4 0 0 14 
3.Understanding of 
biases in information 22 22 4 0 0 9 
4.Ability to use 
citations from one 
source to track other 
sources 
18 18 5 0 0 8 
5.Understanding of the 
economic 
/political/social aspects 
of information  
18 12 2 0 0 7 
6.Ability to evaluate 
information for quality, 
relevance, fitness for 
purpose 
25 23 4 0 0 13 
7.Ability to read 
scholarly articles 21 26 4 0 0 15 
8.Awareness of the 
publishing cycle  in 
your discipline 
7 6 1 0 0 4 
9.Ability to locate 
relevant data e.g. 
statistics. 
21 15 8 0 0 9 
10.Ability to evaluate 
relevant data e.g. 
statistics. 
18 14 3 0 0 7 
11.Other – please 
describe 1 0 1 1 1 0 
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Skills 
4000 Level 
I 
teach 
them 
Expect 
them to 
have 
already  
Collaborate 
with a 
Librarian   
Collaborate 
with SLS   
Collaborate 
with the OSC  
Expect 
them to 
learn on 
their own 
1.Ability to distinguish 
scholarly from popular 
material 
10 21 3 0 0 7 
2.Ability to determine 
what info they need to 
answer their 
question(s) 
13 21 3 0 0 10 
3.Understanding of 
biases in information 15 16 3 0 0 5 
4.Ability to use 
citations from one 
source to track other 
sources 
16 16 5 0 0 7 
5.Understanding of the 
economic 
/political/social aspects 
of information  
15 16 1 0 0 5 
6.Ability to evaluate 
information for quality, 
relevance, fitness for 
purpose 
14 22 3 0 0 8 
7.Ability to read 
scholarly articles 13 23 3 0 0 10 
8.Awareness of the 
publishing cycle  in 
your discipline 
9 7 1 0 0 3 
9.Ability to locate 
relevant data e.g. 
statistics. 
12 12 7 0 0 7 
10.Ability to evaluate 
relevant data e.g. 
statistics. 
16 13 2 0 0 6 
11.Other – please 
describe  1 0 0 0 0 
 
 
